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A B S T R AC T  
 
This paper identifies two threats in the construction of 
models of design-based research and the accompanying 
design attitudes, if we would decide to define and fix 
what ‘our’ expressions are, depriving ourselves from 
those expressions -such as text- we consider to be 
‘alien’ to ‘our insides’.  
The paper argues that there is a strong potential in 
using the specific interweaving processes present in 
each expression. This interweaving processes then 
combine both discursive intelligence and design 
intelligence. The paper also argues that we not only 
have to interweave expressions to further the 
research, but that, in order to give design-based 
research an ethical stance, we need to weave the world 
itself into our work and research, a clear call not to 
turn (only) to our insides. 
Venturing from an artistic design case, in which 
expressions are mixed and in which the world is 
interwoven, the paper then connects to the specific 
PhD project ‘Architecture’s Provoking Instrumentality’, 
elaborating on architecture’s and design’s potential of 
inducing negotiation in the world through mediation. 
Specifically, the expressions of building and drawing 
then are touched upon in the light of the above.   
 
D E S I G N - B A S E D  R E S E A R C H :   
A  W E A V I N G  A C T  
 ‘Es gibt Leute, die mit Linien, Schrift und Worten 
handwerklich gut umgehen, und es gibt Leute, die 
bauen ein Haus.’ This quote by the artist Gregor 
Schneider throws up a sharp-cut, quasi unbridgeable 
distinction between two kinds of people constructing 
and playing at the same time in the same field or 
playground -in this case, the playground of art- but each 
with their own kind of language or expression, alien to 
that of the other.  In his ‘Haus U r’ on Unterheydener 
Straße in Rheydt, Schneider applies a singular kind of 
expression in the most radical way, authentic to his 
work, a language he attributes to ‘his kind of people’. 
The artist is entangled in a repetitive, almost perpetual 
building of interior spaces within the exisiting interior 
of the house. There is only building, always, never 
drawing and never writing or reading. In his thinking 
and acting, one could say, Schneider is directed always 
towards his ‘insides’: the inside of the interior of the 
house, the inside of the method of building, the inside 
of his memory. Although valid, even quintessential for 
the realm of this artist and the Haus U r, this specific 
design attitude, this radical inward directedness has as 
its flipside a radical directedness away from everything 
not identified as belonging to these ‘insides’. 
This radical example, I want to use and hold up as a 
mirror to the development of design-based research in 
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architecture and design and to the conceptions of 
design attitudes we as researchers construct in parallel. 
Holding up the mirror, there are two threats 
identifyable, operating on a different level, but both 
sprouting from an all too radical directedness inwards. 
The first threat operates on the ‘language’ or 
‘expression’ level, venturing from a defensive counter-
stance towards ‘text’. The second threat operates on a 
‘practical’ / ‘ethical’ / ‘political’ level, and deals with the 
active role architecture and design can play in shaping 
social and cultural life, mediating in the relationship 
between people and world. Both threats will be dealt 
with within the frame of this paper.  
I N T E R W E A V I N G  E X P R E S S I O N S  
 
Hence, the first threat. In developing design-based 
research, reconsidering the dominant text-based model 
in accordance with university standards as mentioned 
in the call to this symposium, we could get tempted to 
propose a counter-model, based on languages and 
expressions we attribute to ‘our kind of people’, i.e. 
architects and designers. Languages and expressions 
that compose our ‘insides’. However, this would mean 
that we define and fix what ‘our’ languages or 
expressions are, and what not. The potential that is 
present in each expression and in their interplay would 
then be yielded because of an all too defensive counter-
stance. To recapture the categories Schneider uses, 
architects and designers then could in the first place 
yield the languages or expressions present in ‘schrift 
und worten’ -writing and reading-. Writing and reading, 
both text-based expressions and enterprises, are often 
subject of debate when developing models for design-
based research. The debate often focuses on the 
amount of text that can be endured. The potential for 
design-based research however, I argue, lies in the 
etimological origin of the notion text itself, referring to 
a process of structured mingling and constructing: 
texere in Latin means to weave. Every text written is 
the result of a particular weaving process, every text 
yet to be written will be one. In a similar way as we 
assume for designs and architectural artefacts, often 
described as being syncretic objects, text is a weaving 
and construction process of sense-making. It is 
important then to use this weaving potential to further 
design-based research, to blend expressions attributed 
to discursive intelligence with those attributed to 
design intelligence. So let us weave, and let us decide 
on what is warp and what is filler at what moment. 
I N T E R W E A V I N G  T H E  W O R L D  
 
A second -more fundamental- threat, running also as an 
important issue through my personal research project,  
could emerge moving one step further in this radical 
directedness to our ‘insides’. A threat that emerges if 
we lock ourselves up within our ‘insides’ and only 
consider these ‘insides’ when thinking about relevance. 
This threat arguably operates on a ‘practical’ / ‘ethical’ / 
‘political’ level. I use these categories here referring to 
Sanford Kwinter’s argument in ‘Architectures of Time’, 
when he defines ‘our capacities of acting -practically, 
ethically and politically- in the world’ as being 
‘atrophied’1 (Kwinter 2002) He argues that we have to 
revive our (and our architectures’ and designs’) 
capacities to act. To do so, Kwinter suggests that we 
look for ‘pathways that would have as a role to restore 
to architecture specifically the active, and not merely 
reactive role it once had in shaping cultural and social 
life.’ (Kwinter 2002) This is off course also the case for 
design. Turning inwards could lead to architecture and 
design always further perfectioning themselves, blind 
for cries from any outside: ever more perfect functional 
solutions, ever more striking aesthetic experiences, 
ever more … as a reaction on what already exists. To 
restore to architecture the active, architecture and 
design, and hence design-based researchers have to be 
attentive for ‘outsides’, if the full potential of 
architecture and design to impact on the world, 
‘shaping cultural and social life’, is to be re-adressed. 
Kwinter suggests then that one pathway is to revise the 
concept of the architectural (and design-) object: ‘As 
design practice and thought are deflected away from 
the traditional and largely ‘aesthetically’ constituted 
object and simultaneously reoriented toward a dynamic 
macro- and micro-scopic field of interaction, an entirely 
new field of relations opens itself to the designer, 
theorist, or artist.’ (Kwinter 2002) People and world, 
and all forces running through them and connecting 
them, are such a dynamic field of interaction to which 
we should be open. Our architectures and designs then 
mediate within this field (between macro- and micro-, 
between people and world, between the exisiting and 
the possible, …).  
Coupling the above back to the idea of ‘languages’ or 
‘expressions’ and their interweavement, the world 
reaches us through different expressions. It reaches us 
through everyday lived encounters within this world ; 
through artefacts rising up in this world with their 
embodied design intelligence (and interwoven 
discursive intelligence); through ‘pure’ discursive 
intelligence operating on a meta-level of thought on the 
relation between people and world, an example being 
the argumentation used by Sanford Kwinter above (an 
argumentation that itself is informed among others by 
philosophy, physics, …). 
We should thus not only interweave ‘languages’ and 
‘expressions’ in order to further the research. 
Receptive to a difference of ‘languages’ and 
‘expressions’ through which the outside or the world 
reaches us, we should weave this world itself into our 
work and research, to revive architecture’s and 
design’s capacities of acting -practically, ethically and 
politically- in the world. This paper is about the 
potential and necessity to interweave ‘languages’ and 
‘expressions’ in design-based research. And it is about 
                                                          
1 Kwinter understands the ‘political’ here as being the production of 
new possibilities. 
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thinking a practical, ethical and political stance for 
architecture, design and design-based research, when 
developping an accompanying design attitude that is 
relevant to today’s world and people, to today’s 
complex socio-spatial challenges. 
O N  T H E  C O R N E R  O F  G R E E N WI C H  
A N D  H A R R I S O N  S T R E E T S ,   
S O M E T H I N G F L O U R I S H E S     
Illustrating this double interweaving -expressions and 
world- and the parallel development of a design 
attitude relevant for today’s people and world, the 
interplay between the American writer Paul Auster and 
the French artist Sophie Calle comes to mind. I will 
focus on ‘The Gotham Handbook’, and also use it as a 
stepstone to make the connection to my own design-
based research. ‘The Gotham Handbook’ is one part of 
a larger collaboration, scattered in the form of different 
expressions over the books ‘Leviathan’ by Auster and 
‘Double Game’ by Calle. Expressions attributed to the 
writer Auster and those attributed to the artist Calle 
are interwoven into new expressions, into new facts, 
into new (real-)fictions, well documented in the book 
‘Double Game’. Calle herself suggests to a certain 
extent a weaving process, describing ‘The Gotham 
Handbook’ as ‘one of many ways of mingling fact and 
fiction’. (Calle 1999) Calle appears as Maria in the text 
‘Leviathan’, where some of her work produced in 
reality is attributed to the fictive character Maria. Calle, 
wanting to reverse this situation in a next project (what 
will become ‘The Gotham Handbook’), proposes to 
Auster to become the author of her actions (as an 
artist, operating in the world). And here the second 
weaving comes in, weaving the world itself into work 
and research and developing a design attitude that is 
relevant for today’s world and people. Instead of 
granting Calle’s proposition, Auster formulates 
‘Personal Instructions for S.C. On How to Improve Life 
in New York City (Because she asked)’, a set of four 
instructions. To ‘improve life in New York City’ clearly 
refers to working on the relation between people and 
world. One of the four personal instructions reads: 
‘cultivating a spot’. Auster invites Calle to pick one spot 
in New York City and cultivate it, through designerly 
interventions. He asks her to spend time in watching 
everything that happens to the spot, everything that is 
undertaken by people passing by or using the spot, to 
record this, in pictures and texts, and to define if 
anything is learned from the people or the place 
through the performed interventions. Calle chooses as 
her spot to cultivate a twin pair of phone booths 
located at the corner of Greenwich and Harrison 
Streets. On the exisiting design -two phone booths- 
she makes designerly alterations; the exisiting uses -to 
phone- are amplified and somewhat disturbed through 
the provocation of other, even unforeseen uses. She 
stocks the phone booths with fresh flowers, cigarettes, 
snacks and paper to write comments, enhances them 
with folding seats branched to the bases of the booths. 
She observes the contingent and intentional passengers 
and users, mingles and interacts with them. Personal, 
often conflicting accounts on and uses of the spot are 
given or performed by the passengers and users. 
Instead of answering anything, the designerly 
interventions raise questions. They question the limits 
of the privatisation of public space, they question the 
notion ‘public’ in the notion of ‘public space’, they test 
the potentials of a spot, when cultivated … Hence they 
are not (just) ‘affirmative design’, but ‘critical design’2. In 
parallel, connecting back to Kwinter, we could say: they 
are not (just) ‘reactive design’, but ‘active design’. These 
designerly interventions do not (only) reinforce the 
object -the designed phone booths-, they rather are 
oriented towards a provocation and unfolding of 
events. The spot, when cultivated, mediates. Auster 
himself, in ‘Leviathan’, clearly identifies the radical being 
‘different’ of the objects Maria, hence Calle, produces: 
‘Maria was an artist, but the work she did had nothing 
to do with creating objects commonly defined as art. 
Some people called her a photographer, others 
referred to her as a conceptualist, still others 
considered her a writer, but none of these descriptions 
was accurate, and in the end I don’t think she can be 
pigeonholed in any way.’ (Auster 2004) Maria thus 
mixes expressions: pictures, concepts, writing. And, 
more important, Maria revises in her practice the 
concept of the -artistic- object, creating objects that 
have nothing to do with what is commonly defined as 
art . Arguably, this revision of the artistic object exactly 
parallels the revision (whether of the architectural or 
design-object) Sanford Kwinter sees as one of the 
pathways to restore to architecture and design the 
active, and not merely reactive, mentioned before. The 
object then being ‘deflected away from the 
…‘aesthetically’ constituted object and ...reoriented 
toward a dynamic macro- and micro-scopic field of 
interaction’ (Kwinter 2002). The object then being 
defined ‘not by how it appears, but rather by practices: 
those it partakes of and those that take place within it.’ 
(Kwinter 2002)  
Figure 1: the phone booths from ‘The Gotham Handbook’  
– photograph taken from the book Double Game by Sophie Calle. 
 
                                                          
2 Affirmative design and critical design are both formulated as ways of 
designing of a different kind, as different design attitudes, by Anthony 
Dunne in Hertzian Tales.  
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I argue that the central idea of the above is the capacity 
of mediation present in the object (or made present by 
performed interventions on this object), when 
embedded in a field of interaction. This revision of the 
concept of the object is one of the essential constituent 
parts in the development of a design attitude, relevant 
for today’s people and world. A design attitude we 
labelled in another article as ‘a critical questioning 
design attitude, inducing the dynamycs of negotiation’ 
(Liekens, Janssens 2011). The phone booths and the 
designerly interventions made by Calle upon them, 
trigger contrasting viewpoints, interpretations and uses. 
Confronted in the object, these contrasts induce 
dynamics of negotiation, mediated by the object itself. 
The object thus mediates in sense-making processes in 
the world, it mediates in shaping social and cultural life. 
Mediation is the architectural and design-object’s key 
asset to revive our and our architecture’s and design’s 
capacities of acting.   
O N  T H E  C O R N E R  O F  T O L H U I S L A A N  
A N D  J AC O B  V A N  M AE R L A N D T S T R A A T ,  
P U B L I C  I N T E R I O R S  M E D I AT E  
The design-based research project ‘Architecture’s 
Provoking Instrumentality’3, uses both types of 
interweaving mentioned. It interweaves ‘expressions’, 
furthering the research. And it deliberatly interweaves 
the world. Parallel, its intention is to reflect upon and 
contribute to the development of a new design 
attitude, a ‘critical questioning design attitude, inducing 
dynamics of negotiation’.  Central in the research 
project and the development of this design attitude is 
the notion mediation, touched upon earlier.  
In the space of this paper, and connecting to the call for 
this symposium, I will mainly focus on the expressions 
of buiding and drawing, as moments in my research. 
However, it is clear that written expressions, as is the 
 
Figure 2: ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’, inviting for different uses, provoking 
wonder and thought – photo/sketch:  Johan Liekens. 
 
                                                          
3 PhD undertaken in a collaboration between Chalmers School of 
Architecture, Gothenburg and Sint-Lucas Department of 
Architecture, Brussels/Ghent, Promotor: Prof. Dr. Fredrik Nilsson. 
 
text of this paper, as are the writings on a meta-level of 
thinking on the relation between people and world, are 
quintessential in the development of the research, being 
warp or filler or both, alternatingly. Therefore, I will 
shortly mention the main thoughts and thinkers 
constructing the basic frame of this research. 
In his ‘Autobiografia Scientifica’, a masterfully delicate 
interweaving text by Aldo Rossi, a remarkable insight is 
opened. A shifting insight in his practice and thinking, 
when he ‘came to see architecture as the instrument 
that enables the unfolding of something’. He then adds: 
‘With the architectural means we accomplish an event, 
whether this event will take place or not; and in 
wanting the event something progressive lies.’ (free 
translation from Rossi 1994) Here, the emergence of a 
‘new’ design attitude that revises the architectural 
object is already present. However, Rossi’s thinking is 
vague as to ‘why’ such a revision is needed. The nature 
of the ‘something’ to be unfolded remains unspoken. 
Gilles Deleuze also mentions a something, when he 
states that ‘Something in the world forces us to think’ , 
and that ‘This something is an object not of recognition 
but of a fundamental encounter’ (Deleuze, 1994). 
Linking Rossi and Deleuze (as the base of an 
hypothesis), the architectural object, considered as a 
mediating instrument, is a provocation to thought or an 
unfolding of thought: the spine of my research project. 
Close to this, Rick Robinson states that ‘artefacts 
people interact with have enormous impact on how we 
think. Artefacts do not merely occupy a slot in that 
process, they fundamentally shape the dynamic itself.’ 
(Robinson 1994).  
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I N T E R W E A V I N G  B U I L D I N G  
 
From its emergence, ‘Architecture’s Provoking 
Instrumentality’ adopts building as a warp in its 
weaving, the aim to build mediating architectural 
instruments, so-called ‘complicating machines’4. The 
two first series of those ‘complicating machines’ are 
built in an educational context: the ‘Explicit Research 
Studio’s’5 The third one, yet to be built, will emerge 
outside this educational context.  
Now why is this building a vital expression to my 
research? It is not (only) because I, for myself, consider 
building architecture to be an expression of ‘our kind 
of people’. It is identifying building on a one to one 
scale, in the real world, connected to real contexts and 
contents, to real people with real desires, as an 
essential component of mediation, restoring to 
architecture the active. Architecture thus considered, 
then becomes the material carrier or trigger of the 
‘encounter’ Deleuze refers to. First, ‘architecture one 
to one’ has the capacity to inscribe itself in a real field 
of interaction or milieu, e.g. in the city and in the ways 
how the city is lived -facts-. Second, ‘architecture one 
to one’ has the capacity to emboby and affect its 
passengers, provoking them to think. Through 
mediation, it then opens up new paths, e.g. it mediates 
on how the city can be lived -possibilities-. Architecture 
one to one’ then is an interceder John Rajchman refers 
to: ‘We always need interceders to open up new paths 
or sketch new lines in our lives.’ (Rajchman 2000) The 
distancing architectural model normally used in 
architectural education, is replaced by a one to one 
scaled instrument, interceding in the real world.  
The students are not asked to be reactive, following a 
prescribed program. They are asked to leave the safe 
walls of the school environment, become active in the 
world and look there for issues to which they can 
contribute by edifying their ‘complicating machines’, 
inviting for contingent and possibly contrasting 
encounters. 
 
 
Figure 3: ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’, inviting for different uses, provoking 
wonder and thought – photo:  Explicit. 
 
 
                                                          
4 formulated by John Rajchman (The Deleuze Connections, 2000) 
opposing these problematizing machines to the commonly known 
‘turing machines’, which only solve problems in prescribed ways. 
5 part of the designstudio’s in the 3rd bacheloryear of Interior 
Architecture, Sint-Lucas Department of Architecture, Ghent. 
This idea is imported to a spot in a vivid, multicultural 
part of the city of Ghent: a particular building on the 
corner of Tolhuislaan and Jacob Van Maerlandtstraat, 
attributed to the students to experiment, build and test 
their complicating machines. The spot has a history as a 
private space, but it has also been the background of a 
semi-public occupancy: an informal and unofficial 
(meeting) place of worship. This spot is connected to 
public space by the simple gesture of removing all 
doors, making it a basic kind of public interior. Already 
in an early stage, while building, it becomes a 
meaningful place, provoking curiosity, participation and 
discussion amongst neighbours and passengers. The 
machine developed and built during the first episode of 
‘Explicit’, is the ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’6. 
Already in its titling, the ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’ reveals 
mediation. ‘Meubel’ in Dutch means ‘furniture’; 
‘Ontmoeten’ means ‘meeting’, but the ‘ont‘ in 
‘ontmoeten’ etymologycally refers to a ‘not being 
obliged to’. Hence, the ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’ mediates 
between the everyday and unquestioned issue of 
people meeting one another and how this is 
instrumentalized by designers on one side, and the 
hidden, implicit compelling and oppressive nature of 
this instrumentalized meeting, as a result of the will and 
authorship of the designer on the other side. It 
mediates between formal instrumentalized space and 
informal free space, as the carriers of our everyday 
meeting. It mediates between being goody-goody 
furniture and frictionous furniture. On the lower level 
of the two story installation, connected to public space, 
seemingly normal, functional architectural 
constellations appear, well lit in the darkened space. 
However, a bench has inclinations, people slide 
towards each other; sitting at a table, normal distances 
are shortened, the knees of the one opposed are 
uncannily felt; a wall with mirroring shutters leaves the 
decision for communication or narcism to the two 
users manipulating them. Here, functionality is 
disrupted, questions are raised and interpretations 
given. The passenger or user starts to think. In 
contrast, the higher level, well lit and spacious, opens 
up framed vistas on the public space surrounding the 
installation, framing informal meeting spaces where 
meeting occurs less controlled: particular positions on 
the street, in the launderette, in the call-office,... ‘Ont-
moetingsmeubel’ is a mediation on the thin line 
between architecture enabling and architecture forcing, 
and how this affects everyday actions as meeting. 
 
 
                                                          
6
 The ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’ emerged in a collaboration between the 
author, Karel Deckers, Ellen Fievez, Jens Lippens, Sanne Delecluyse, 
assisted by all other students of the ‘Explicit research Studio’, third 
bacheloryear Interior Architecture 2009-2010. 
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I N T E R W E A V I N G  D R A W I N G  
 
Not able to clearly grasp and communicate the 
specificity of the poetic yet disturbing sensation that 
distinguished the ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’ during it’s 
functioning as a public interior, I started to draw the 
positions the bodies adopted while using the 
installation. Drawing, not as a way of illustrating, but as 
a way of recapturing. Omitting the representation of 
the architectural hardware, the positions and 
constellations of positions of sheer bodies 
foregrounded, without bias. Some kind of mute tension 
haunted these drawings.  
Making and studying these drawings connected me to a 
memory of a passage in a story by Aldo Rossi. 
Venturing from a car accident and the sensation of 
every bone in his body being broken, Rossi ends up by 
describing the sensation he had looking at paintings of 
the Deposition (Christ from the cross). He then 
describes the Deposition to be only partially 
antropomorphic in these representations. Partially, the 
Deposition is about the sheer mechanical possibilities 
of the body. Hence, an estrangement from the normal 
image of the body occurs. Rossi identifies that 
sensation as the emergence of a ‘pathos’, generated 
through the abnormal positions taken up by the body 
(free translation from Rossi 1994). The distortion from 
normal functionality, from normal ergonomics and the 
subsequent distortion of the normal positions and  
 
 Figure 4,5,6,7: ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’, positions bodies are forced in 
– sketch:  Johan Liekens. 
 
constellations of bodies in the ‘Ont-moetingsmeubel’ 
have a similar working and generate a similar ‘pathos’.  
Deleuze identifies the starting point of thinking as a 
grasping ‘in a number of affective tones: wonder, love, 
hatred, suffering. In whichever tone, its primary tone is 
that it can only be sensed.’ (Deleuze 1994) Coupling 
the ‘pathos’ (and distortion) revealed above to this 
idea, further study  and elaboration seem worthwhile, 
e.g. how ‘pathos’, as a specific affective tone and as a 
constituent technique or strategy, operates in the 
mediation process installed through architecture, 
bridging thinking and experiencing.  
C O N C L U S I O N  
In my research, I weave a difference of expressions: I 
build (as in the complicating machines), I draw (as in the 
drawings revealing the notion ‘pathos’), I read (as in the 
everyday encounter and in the meta-level thinking on 
the relation between people and world), I write (as in 
this paper), I think, I design, I... Thinking about 
relevance, in my research, I interweave the world. 
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Thinking about ways of constructing design-based 
research and an accompanying design attitude, there is 
a strong potential if we propell this construction by the 
interweaving processes present in each expression, 
instead of focussing on what expressions belong to ‘our 
kind of people’. Let us thus be Maria’s, not to be 
pigeonholed in any way.  
And, thinking about relevance for our design-based 
research and our designs, let us weave the world into 
our projects, restoring to our architectures and designs 
again the active in shaping the relations between people 
and world.  
In this way, we can grasp the world, grasping as in 
understanding its communications to us, and grasping, 
as in to touch, as in to become active in this world, as 
in to communicate to this world.  
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